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Commissioner for Patents 
P.O, Box 1450 
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Pursuant to your discussion with Bing Ai of this date, attached is a copy of the Petition to 
Revive previously filed on August 16, 2004. Also attached is the PTO stamped postcard 
showing receipt of the Petition. Please don't hesitate to contact me with any questions in this 

Respectfully submitted. 

Date: September 9. 2004 ^'i^n.^ . S=^^.:S^O^ 



Sharon Gebhart 
Assistant to Bing Ai 
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PTO Customer No, 20985 
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Fax: (858)678-5099 
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NOTE: This facalmUe is Intended for the «ddrefiBee only aad may contain privfleged or confidential 
IS.I'SS"^?^*'' facrimUe in error, please Immediately call u$ collect at 

(858) 678-5070 to arrangfe for its return. Tbankyou. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE. 

Applicant : David Caetiel, et al . Art Unit : 2681 

serial NO.. 09/656,215 Examiner : Kamr an Afahar 

Piled i September 8, 2000 

Title ■ FIXED SATELLITE CONSTELLATION SYSTEM EMPLOYING NON- 

GEOSTATIONARY SATELLITES IN SUB-GEOSYNCHRONOUS 
ELLIPTICAL ORBITS WITH COMMON GROUND TRACKS 

Cornmiaaioner for Patents 
P.O. BOX 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

PEITION UNDER 37 CFR 1.137(b) 

In timely response to the decision dated Jmie 16, 2004 on 
the prior petition filed on April 2. 2004, Applicants request 
that this application be revived under 37 CFR 1.137(b) on the 
ground that the application became abandoned untentionally and 
be accepted under 37 CFR 1.47(a) , The entire delay for 
fulfilling the evidentiary showing under 37 CFR 1.47(a) was 
unintentional and the application should be revived for the 
reasons stated below and the evidence filed herewith. 

Facts in connection with this renewed petition are 
summaries as follows. 

(1) John Draim, one of the three joint inventors for this 
application, was provided with a. combined power of attorney and 
declaration and a copy of the application as originally filed on 
September 8, 2000 after the filing. 



certifk:ate of maiuno by first class mail 

I lienty certit)' under 37 CFR §L8(a) Out Ihis eonwpondcnee is being 
d«ponlEd with d-e United Slatet Postal Service ss futt class mail with 
mifticient postagit on the data indicated below and is addnsted to the 
CommiMioner fcr Patents, P.O. Box MSO, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. 




Signature 



ftnamne IpdoUio 



Typed or Printed Name of Person Signing Certificate 



8EST MAILABLE COPY 
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(2) John Draim refused to sign the declaration required 
under 37 CFR 1.63 after repeated requests by the attorney of 
thia application, Scott Harris, 

(3) On June 21, 2004, Bing Ai, an associate of the attorney 
Scott Harris, sent to John Draim a package via the express mail 
by the U.S. Poetal Service that contains a letter to John Draim, 
a combined power of attorney and declaration, an assignment, and 
a copy of the originally filed application of this case. The 
letter to John Draim requested John Draim to review the filed 
application and sign the enclosed combined power of attorney and 
declaration and the assignment. John Drain personally received 
the package on June 25, 2004- Under 37 CFR 1.47(a), a copy of 
the delivery receipt from the United States Postal Service dated 
June 25, 2004, a copy of the original express mail label, a copy 
of the tracking confirmation and a copy of the letter to John 
Draim dated Jime 21, 2004 are attached herewith to show that 
John Draim was presented with the originci.lly filed application 
which included specification, claims, and drawings, 

(3) As of today, August 18, 2004, the combined power of 
attorney and declaration mailed to John Draim in the above 
package on June 21, 2004 has not been returned with the 
requested signature by John Draim. 

Therefore., it is respectfully submitted that the facts 
above sufficiently support that John Draim, once again, refused 
to sign the combined power attorney and declaration that was 
sent to him. As such, the requirements :t:or the petition under 
37 CFR 1.47(a) have been met and the petition should be granted. 

In addition, a check of $665.00 is (iincloeed for. the 
required fee for the petition to revive under 37 CFR 1.137(b) 
and applicants authorize the Patent Office to charge any 
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additional fees to deposit account No. 06-1050. Acceptance of 
this filing is respectfully requested. Upon acceptance of this 
filing, the application should be revived. 



Date : 



08/16/2004 



Pish & Richardson P.C. 
PTO Customer No. 20985 
12390 El Camino Real 
San Diego, California 92130 
Te 1 ephone : (858) 678-5070 
Facsimile: (858) 678-5099 



Respectfully submitted, 




Scott C. Harris 
Reg, No, 32,030 



-7BY 

BING Al 

REG. Na 43,312 



104252e0.doc 
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UNITED STATES 
POSTAL SERVICE. 



Date: 06/25/2004 



Fax Transmission To; BING Al 
Fax Number: 858-678-5099 



Dear BING Al: 



The following Is In response to your 06/23/2004 request for delivery Information on 
your Express Mall Item number EV367428593US. Tfie delivery record shows that this item 
was delivered on 06/22/2004 at 1 1 :47 AM in VIENNA, VA 22182 to J DRAIM. The scanned 
image of the recipient information is provided below. 



Signature of Recipient:— 0eiimY8M« ea_ 




A 



Address of Recipient: 



Thank you for selecting the Postal Service for your mailing needs. If you require 
additional assistance, please contact your local Post Office or postal representative. 



Sincerely, 

United States Postal Service 



RECEIVED U 

JUN 2 6 200^f( 



FISH & RICHARDSON. R& 
SAN DIEGO 




Track & Confirm 



Shipment DeUlls 

You entered EV36 7428 593U S 

Your Item was delivered at 11:47 am on June 22, 2004 in VIENNA, VA 
22182- The item was signed for by J DRAIM. 

Here Is what happened earlier 

■ ARRIVAL AT UNIT, June 22. 2004, 10:18 am, VIENNA, VA 22180 
. ENROUTE. June 21 . 2004, 7:46 pm. SAN DIEGO, CA 921 37 
. ACCEPTANCE, June 21, 2004. 7:23 pm, SAN DIEGO, CA 92110 



Track * Confirm 

Enlflr label number 



Track & Confimi FAQe f 



Notification Options 

> Track & Confirm by email ffltirt l^ttilfl? 

> Request Proof of Delivery wniliW^V 



POSTAL INSPECTORS 
Prwflrvlng the Trust 



sitomap contact us government services 

copyrlflhi <£» 1399-2002 USPS. All RiBhta Ree^fVful. Term* of Use Privacy Policy 
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CustomerrCopy 

fit ''>?i> 




Fish & Richardson P.C 
' E123&0' El " Camiiio Real 
.,>Sa4* Diego., CA 9213Q 



JohTi E. Draiw. . . , , 
9310 Telf^Y Court 




FOR PtCKUP OR TRACKING C&LL 1-200-222-181^ www.USps.com 
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VI A EXPRESS MA^ T -ft rXRTTnCD UML . 
EV367428593US 7003 2260 0007 5998 3340 



iij^ci El Camino Real 
San Diego. OiifbrxuA 
91130 

T€Upbone 

Facsimile 
858 678-5099 

WebSite 



dostqh 

DBUVAB.B 
NSW YOUK 

SAK pificao 

SILICON V^LLfiY 
VA5H1NCT0N, DC 



June 21, 2004 

John E. Diaim 
93l0TelferCouit 
Vienna. VA 22182-3438 

Re- FIXED SATELLITE CONSTELLATION SYSTEM EMPLOYING NON- 
GEOSTATIONARY SATELLITES IN SUMI50SYNCHRONOUS ELLIPTICAL 
ORBITS WITH COMMON GROUND TRACKS 



Applicant: 
Application No.: 
Filing Date: 
Country: 
Out Ref.: 

■Dear Mr. Draimi 



David Castiel, et al. 
09/658^15 
September 8, 2000 
United States 
10636-005001 



We understand that you previously have received a copy of the filed application for 
this case. In addition, the Combined Declaration and Power of Attorney along with 
the Assignment document for the above referenced case was sent to you on 
September 28, 2001 . However, we have not received the signed documents from 
you. 

Enclosed please find a copy of the application as filed and another set of fte foiroal 
papers (Combined Declaration and Power of Attorney and Assignment) for your 
review end signature. Please review and return these documents to our ofBce as soon 
as possible for a timely filing with the US Patent and Trademark Office. 



If you have any questions feel free to contact me. 
Very truly yoms, ' 
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FISH & RICHARDSON, PC 
12390 EL CAMINOREAL 
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In re Application of 
Castiel, et al 

Application No. 09/658»215 

Filed: 8 September, 2000 

Attorney Docket No. 1 10636-005001 



RECEIVED 

JUN 1 8 200^ 
RSH& RICHARDSON. PC 



Paper No: 15 

COPY "MAILED 

JUN 1 6 2004 
OFFICE OF PETITIONS 

ON PETITION ' 



This is a decision on the petition filed on 2 April, 2004, requesting withdrawal of the holding of 
abandonment (as to a Communication alerting Petitioner to the abandoned status of the 
application) mailed by the Office on 21 May, 2004, and considered under 37 C.F.R. §1.181 , 

For the reasons set forth below, the peiitiort as considered under 37 C.F.R.§1.181 is 
DISMISSED . 



NOTES : 

( 1 ) Any petition (and fee) for reconsideration of this decision under 37 C.F.R. §1.181, 
or 37 C.F.R. §1. 137(a) (as to unavoidable delay) or an ultemative request for relief 
under 37 C.F.R. § 1. 137(b) (as to unintentional delay) must be submitted within 
two (2) months from the mail date of this decision. ExTcnsions of time under 37 
C.F.R. § 1.136(a) are permitted. The reconsideration request should include a 
cover letter entitled "Renewed Petition under 37 C.F.R. §1. 137(a)"; and/or 
"Petition under 37 C.F.R. §1 . 137(b)"; 

(2) Thereafter, there will be no further reconsideration of this matter. 



BACKGROUND 



The record reflects that: 



uocKeted By Billing Secretary 



Due Data! H 



DeadlineCJ^ 
Initials: 



'docketed BY PRACTICE SYSTEMS 
AC110N CODE^jcuSIfiAb&siB^ 

DUECATEi 
DEADLINE! 

RcoORD 
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the Office mailed a Noiice of Missing Parts on 27 October, 2000, and the 6 March, 2001, 
and 20 September, 2001, petitions seeking status under 37 C.F.R. §1.47 were dismissed 
by the Office on 9 July, 2001, and 2 October, 2001, respectively (copy of 2 October- 
2001 , decision enclosed); 

although Petitioner failed to timely and properly address the dismissal of 2 October, 2001, 
on or before Monday, 3 December, 20Ol-and thus the application was deemed abandoned 
after midnight 2 December, 2001 -the Examiner nonetheless examined the application 
and mailed a Notice of Allowance on 7 October, 2003; 

during review prior to publication, the abandoned status of the application was discovered 
by the Office. 

a Communication was mailed by the Office to Petitioner on 21 May, 2004, and indicated 
that Petitioner had failed to reply timely and properly to the dismissal of 2 October, 2001 ; 

• nonetheless. Petitioner argues in his petition about some unidentified paper dated 1 
September, 2000 (sic)-a date which is not at issue in this regard. 

Petitioner has not as of this writing properly replied to the 2 October, 2001 , dismissal^ and 
the application remains ^andoned-therefore, th e "renlv" requirement for revival remains 
a grantable petition under 37 C.F.R. §L47 or a petition evidencing joinder. 



STATUTES. RE OtTLATTONS AND ANALYSIS 

Congress has authorized the Commissioner to "revive an application if the delay is shown to the 
satisfaction of the Commissioner to have been "unavoidable," 35 U.S.C. §133 (1994)/ 

The regulations at 37 C.F,R. §1 .137(a) and (b) set forth the requirements for a petitioner to revive 
a previously unavoidably or unintentionally, respectively, abandoned application under this 
congressional grant of authority. The language of 35 U.S,C. §1 33 and 37 C.F.R. §1.1 37(a) is 
clear, unambiguous, and without qualification; the delay in tendering the reply to the outstanding 
Office action, as well as filing the first petition seeking revival, must have been unavoidable for 



' .15 U.S.C". S» 33 provWcn: 
H VSX\ $133 Time for protwcutinfcnpplicnlton. 

Opun fbiluri: nfihc appliCdrU CO pATSCCUlC rhc ;Lppl)t:Dlinii within ttlK monih^ nCicr uny BLlion :t)erein. of which notice has hecn given or mailed in 
Ihcappllcam, or wiOiin such shurlcr lime, nol less lhan ihiny Jays, aji axed by ihe CommissiimcT in iuch utiion, ihc application shell be 
regarded sis nbundoiK-d by (he panitfd ihcr^Uv unless il he shimii to ihc saltsfaclion otlhc Cot unissioncr th^i such delay wub unavnid^Lhle, 
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the reply now to be accepted on petition,^ 

Delays in responding properly raise the qLCStion whether delayfi are unavoidable.^ Where tKere is 
a question whether the delay was unavoidable, Petitioners must meet the burden of establishing 
that the delay was unavoidable within the meaning of 35 U.S.C §133 and 37CF.R. §1.137(a).^ 
And the Petitioner must be diligent in attending to the matter.' Failure to do so doos not 
constitute the care required under Pratt , and so cannot satisfy the test for diligence and due care, 

By contrast, uninjeniional delays are those that do not satisfy the very strict statutory and 
regulatory requirements of unavoidable delay, ajj^ also, by defiintion, are not intentional.* And 
petitions calling upon the authority of the Commissioner to act, such as that under 37 C.F.R. 
§1.181,' require diligence as to their filing-i.e», the petition must be filed within two months of 



Thercfon:* by cKamplc. oil unavQirfabbi delay in ihc pqymeni of ihe Filing h'ec mi4!b( occur ifo rx^ply is shipped by the US PQctftt 
Service. bu\ du« \o catQSiniphic aecideni. the delivery is nui made. 

Sec: Chafes to Palenl i*rncti<v md ht>Ctit\i>v: Hnat Ruh Notice, 62 AW, al 531 58-59 (Ociohcr »0. I O*)?), I Z03 Caz, 
Pat. Qffli't al 80-97 (October 2 M W7 ). 

"* S^: h re Appllcflnfvn offi . 1 1 tJSPQZd 137H. 1 3B0 (Ojmni'r Paw. 1^9). 

^ Sec: Diligenctf In FUlne PeL[itons Revive ond Pctitiorts lo Withdraw ihc Holdintt or AbandonfnmL 1 124 Off. Gaz. Pal. Office 33 
f MBn:h 1 991 ). M wag and it Petiliooer^ burden lO O^Cf^isc diligence in sCvking tllher io ha\c (he hakling of abandonment v^ithdnwn or the 
upplicoiion revived. |ij£ 1 124 OiT, Ci^z. Pai. Omce sunra . 

** Thcrclbrc. by example, an uninieniional delay in ihe rtply mighl occur if ihc rcpiy and irtnimiiial Ibrm arc jfi feg prepaired For 
^hifMneni by the US Postal Service, but other pres»in^ huUlts disiraci iWs aucftiion and the <Tun is not itmcly deposited for shipment. 

' The repdatioiis at 37 C'-F.R. Jfl .1 81 provide: 
5 I.IAI PfllUloD lo the ComnuHiioRiir. 
(q) Pclitinn nuy he taken In Che C'ommissinncn 

( 1 ) l-rom any tuninn or requirement utnny maminer in Ihc rrpfrrir pfOSCCUlion ofqn application. Of In the expntK or inier portf^n proiieculiofi 
or a nscNaminolicn pmcerding which is not subject (n appeal to the lUia^ ut* Patent Appeals iind (n«crfcrences ctf io ihe coun; 

(2) In cases in \%fiich u statute it Ihc rules iipccity that the Tmiier is to be deccnnined dircci by iintiviewed by the Commlssi(v\er: and 
(3> To ipvuke Hie supervisory authority ol' ihc CornmlBsioncr in sppntnriatv eircuniiianeeii. Tor petilionE in inlerlercncw. sec § I ■&44. 

(b) Any »uch petition mvut CdMain a rccaicment of the tracts inyi>Ki.*J and (he poinl nr ptiTnti^ l(> be reviewed and the action requested. Hnel's or 
memoranda, if any* in support thereoi*$hogld accompany nr be embodied in the pciiiioti; and where iVcts tvc lo be proven, ihe piDtiC in the toim 
nfatTldavjl^ declarations (and extiibiui, ifany) must accompany ihc petition. 

(e) When a petition is talten Ihim an action or nequvrrmcnt ofon examiner in the «r parte pfoiceuiion of an application, or in the vx parte or 
inter paries pmsccuHon ota reexamination proceeding, it may be required that iKcrt have bc-'n a proper rctiuest for reeonsideraiion (5 I J I TJ 
and a n^poatcd action by the eitumincr. The examiner may be directed hy the r»mmiwittnef H> l^imish a Mwiltcn siakcmcni, within a speciltcd 
lime, setting ftinh ihc reason^ Tor Ui^i or her decision upon the mailers uvcn ed in the petition, supplying a copy to ihc 
petitioner 

(d) Wliere 0 lee i;* required for a petition ui the Commissioner the appropriaie section oflhif pon will so indicate. Ifany require fee doe* Ot)t 
oecofrTpany the peiitHm, ihc petition will be dismiwed. 

(e) Oral hearing will not be ip^nied except when ciwidervd necejiuk/y by iho rommissionci 

(0 The nvre l11in$ora petition will not stay any pcHod I'or rcpty that may be running agaimit ihe application, nor act as g sloy ol' other 
pmccedings. Any petition under diis pan noi n\ci\ wlihin iwi\ nionlhK of the mailing dale ortic action ormnicc lYom M^-hich rclicris rvqueiicil 
may be dismissed as untimely, except as nlhcrwisc pnwukd. This twivmonlh periled it! not e),iendablc 

(g) The Commiwioner may dclcpitc lo apprxViriaic Patcnl and Ti^deinnrli Oltlce olllciali iho determination of petitions. 
|2J Fed. Ren. 10332, Dec. 22. 1050:3*1 Fed. Reg, 188.^7, Nov. 26. 1%0: porwu. (d)und (i?). 17 Fed. keg. 4l27li. .^cpt. 17. I9B2. ciTcciive Oct. 
t. l<>«2: para. la). 40 l-ed. Res. 4H4|(i. Dec. 12. lOfla, elVeclive Feb. 1 1 . I<)«5; para- (0 reviy.d, ft? Fed. Reg. 54604. Sept. R. 20CK». cilK'iivc 
Nov. 7. 2<)00: para^. (a) ond \c\ revised. t>5 Fed. Reg. 7675(^ tX-c. ?. 20iJa «0;faive l-cb. i, ::Ot)l | 
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the action complained of. 

Allegations as to the ReQ ue^t to Withdraw 
the Holdinf> of Abandonment 

The courts have determined the construct for properly supporting a petition seeking withdrawal 
of a holding of abandonment/ 

Petitioner fails to satisfy his burden under 37 C.F.R. §1 .1 81 



CONCLUSION 

Because Petitioner failed to satisfy *e burdens set forth in Ddtrarv. Schulven the petition under 
37 C.F.R, § I - 1 8 1 must be and hereby is dismissed . 

ALTERNATIVE VENUE 

It appears that Petitioner is unable to make a showing surpassing that tendered heretofore, and, 
therefore, Petitioner's only alternative to irretrievable abandonment likely is to file a petition ai^d 
fee as set forth at NOTE 1 , above at page 1 , under 37 C.F.R- §1 . 1 37(b), and state therein that "the 
entire delay in filing the required reply from the due date forihe reply until the filing of a 
grantablc petition pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1 . 1 37(b) was unintenuonal.'' 

Thus, Petitioner may wish to supplement her petition to plead i^iUematively under 37 C.F.R. 
§1.1 37(b) wherein the ^'showing " burden is much less onerous. 

Petitioner is cautioned that failure to submit such a netition 37 T F R. 61.l37fb^ timelv mavbe 
viewed as intentional delay and an absolute bar to revival . 

Further correspondence with respect to this matter should be addressed as follows: 

By mail: (Effective 1 May, 2003)* 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



" Sc^t Deiaar V. SchulvCr . 1 72 USPO .M3 lO.O.r. 1071 ). 

^ I n Ucltfrmtnc: jhc appuiprinio uddrnsiHN lor oiIkt suhjcci-jtiwi-i lie eoiTcspi^rtvkniw-i!. nL-fcr \n ihc IJS»*T() Wub siie ai *ww,',usrUi3.gt»v. 
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By FAX: (703) 872-9306 (IFW Formal Filings) 
ATTN.: Office of Petitions 

By hand: Customer Service Window 
Lobby/Room 1B03 
Crystal Plaza Two 
2011 South Clark Place 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Telephone inquiries concerning this decision may he directed to the undersigned at (703) 305- 
9199. 

(\ 




Senior Attorney 
Office of Petitions 

EncL: Copy of Decision of 2 October, 2001 
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Paper No. 8 



In re Application of 
Castielr et al. 
Application No. 05/658,215 
Filed: September 8, 2000 



FISH & RICHARDSON, PC 

4350 LA JOLLA VILLAGE DRIVE 

SUITE 500 

SAN DIEGO, CA 92122 



COPY MAILED 

OCT 0 2 Z001 
OFFICE OF PETmONS 



DECISION REFUSING STATUS 
UNDER 37 CFR 1. 47 (a) 



Attorney Docket No, 10636/005 . : 
For: FIXED SATELLITE CONSTELL. -i'j ON ; 
SYSTEM EMPLOYING NON-GEOSTATLLU'RY : 
SATELLITES IN SUB-GEOSYNCHRON . JS ; 
ELLIPTICAL ORBITS WITH COMMON 

GROUND TRACKS : - - . . . 

This is "in response to the reneved petition; filed Septertibex 20y ' 
2001 under 37 CFR 1.47(a). 

The petition is EiafiSSBB- 

Rule 47 applicant is given 0K-: MONTH from the mailing date of 
this decision to reply, correcting the below-noted def iciencies.- 
Any reply should be entitled "Request for Reconsideration of 
Petition Under 37 CFR 1.47 (a)," and should only address the 
deficiencies noted below, excvpl that the reply ip^y include an 
oath or declaration executed i.^y the non-signing inventor. Failure 
to respond will result in abai.dr nment of the application. Any 
extensions of time will be gc-.'«:jned by 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

The above-identified applicai on was filed September 8, 2000 
without an executed oath or c ;::laration and named David Castiel, 
Jack Anderson, and John E. Dr.%im as joint inventors. 

Accordingly, on October 27, 2 00, a "Notice to File Missing Parts 
of Application" was mailed, r'-^iuiring an executed oath or 
declaration, and a surcharge . - j its late filing, along with, the 
required filing fees due in c'r:r.ectioh with the application. In 
response, a petition under 37 /TR 1.47(a) was filed on March 6, 
2001 and dismissed July 9, 2C : - 

A grantable petition under 37 .'PR 1.47(a) requires: (1) proof 
that the non-signing inventor c-nnot be reached or refuses to 
sign the oath or declaration -fter having been presented with the 
application papers (specif icat: i c n, claims and drawings) ; (2) an 
acceptable oath or declaratior: m compliance with 35 USC 115 and 
116; (3) the petition fee; anc U) a statement of the last known 
address of the non-signing in-. :tntor. 

The instant petition lacks it^r (1) referenced above. The 
petition lacks any supporting -^.vidence that the non-signing 
inventor cannot be reached, wcu-l ever presented with a copy of the 
application papers (specification, claims and drawings), or, 
having been presented with the application papers^ refused to 
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sign the oath or declaration. Proof of the pertinent events 
should be made by someone having first hand knowledge of the 
events in the form of an affidavit or declaration, In particular, 
the declaration or affidavit must set forth the manner in which 
the application papers were presented to the non-signing 
inventor. Petitioner should include copie^J of dated cover letters 
and/or mailing receipts as evidence that whe non-signing inventor 
was presented with a copy of the application papers or having 
been presented with the application papers?, refused to sign the 
oath or declaration* if oral refusals wer*-:? made by the non- 
signinc inventor, that fact along with the time and place of the 
refusal must be stated in an affidavit or declaration signed by 
the person to whom the refusals were made. Petitioner's attention 
is directed to MPEP 409, 03(d) for further information on the 
presumptive evidence required for accordance of status under 37 
CFR 1,47, 

Petitioner has failed to present any evid^iince to establish that 
the non-signing inventor ever received a oopy of the application 
papers (specification, claims, and drawings) - The letter dated 
August 28, 2001 and addressed to the non-:i3igning inventor 
indicates that the non-signing inventor was presented with a 
combined declaration and power of attorney and an assignment. 

Any renewed petition must be accompanied by evidence that the 
non-signing inventor has been presented- with a copy of- the 
application papers (specification, claims, and drawings)-. 

Further correspondence with respect to this matter should be 
addressed as follows; 

By mail: Commissioner for Patents 

Box DAC 

Washington^ D,C. 20231 

By FAX: (703) 308-6916 

Attn: Office of Petitions 

By hand: Crystal Plaza Four, Suite 3C23 

2201 S. Clark Place 
Arlington, VA • 

Telephone inquiries related to this decision may be directed to 
Petitions Attorney Alesia M. Brown at (703) 305-0310. 

Beverly M/ Flanagan 
Supervisory Petitions Examiner 
Office of Petitions 
Office of the Deputy Commissioner 
for Patent Examination Policy 
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